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Shulman: Prof. H. Poorooshasb: Mr. C. Kuilman. 
Prof. U. de Brentani: Mr. B. Smart. 
Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order by Dr. Bertrand at 2:11 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY MR. GUPTA, 
THAT THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LEIBU, SECONDED BY MR. REID, THAT 
THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 13 JANUARY 1995 
BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SNYDER, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF 3 
FEBRUARY 1995 BE APPROVED. 


It was pointed out that the Federal Government plan to provide tax credits 
with respect to research and development activities in private industry 
referred to in paragraph 1, page 4, was in fact already in place, and it was 
suggested and agreed that the word "Proposed" be deleted from line 4. 


The Chair also advised that the penultimate sentence in paragraph 2, page 5, 
was being rewritten to take into account concerns that had been expressed 
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by the Director of Environmental Health and Safety, as follows "... that the 
Director was prepared to support the moves that had taken place with some 
conditions, provided that the health and safety of the building occupants 
was not, Jeopardized)...." 


THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Bertrand introduced and welcomed to the meeting Mr. Dev Srinivasan, 
newly-elected President Designate of the Commerce and Administration 
Students Association, and who was expected to be appointed to Senate to 
fill an undergraduate student representative vacancy for the remainder of the 
academic year. He also welcomed Prof. F.D. Hamblin to this particular 
Senate meeting as the Acting Dean of the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science. 


In other remarks, Dr. Bertrand advised that as a result of a feasibility study 
it has been determined that the planned changes to the Gaudagni Lounge, 
Central Building, Loyola Campus, for economic reasons would not be 
undertaken and that the Lounge would remain as is for the foreseeable 
future. He also reported on the anticipated accreditation of the Industrial 
Engineering Programme following the recent visitation by the Canadian 
Engineering Accreditation Board, and the successful steps that were being 
taken to resolve the problems of affected students, including a number of 
planned transfers to the University of Toronto; a presentation by the Rectors 
of the Montreal universities to a Sovereignty Commission on Friday, 3 
March 1995, and a planned meeting of university Rectors with the Minister 
of Education on Monday, 13 March 1995, and a Joint meeting of the Board 
of Governors and Senate scheduled for 8:30 am., Monday, 20 March 1995, 
in Room H-110, concerning the community consultation on the short-listed 
candidates for the position of Rector and Vice -Chancellor. He also 
expressed optimism with respect to attempts to change the community 
consultation process vis-a-vis the position of Vice-Rector, Academic, to that 
being followed in connection with the search for a Rector. 


Items for Information 


It was agreed that the resolution from the Commerce and Administration 
Faculty Council concerning income generated through research grants and 
continued funding for CASA as contained in Document US-95-3-DI1 be 
referred to the Interim Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, for 
consideration in the preparation of the 1995-1996 Preliminary Operating 
Budget. 


Reporting with respect to the Student Bill of Rights and Responsibilities 
which had been published in The Concordian, Ms. Giles advised that the 
draft document was on its way to the Faculty and School Councils for 
discussion prior to possible submission to Senate; that it was the subject of 
continuing hearings that had begun last week; that it would be presented to 
the student body in a referendum for a mandate to present it to the 
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appropriate University bodies; that copies of the Bill were available for 
anyone who wished to see it; and that student representatives were available 
for anyone who might wish to discuss it or make suggestions for possible 
changes. She also reported on the CSU elections that were currently 
underway. 


Mr. Leibu, President of the Engineering and Computer Science Student 
Association, extended an invitation to all members of Senate to attend the 
11th Annual Concordia University Bridge Building Competition which was 
being held today in the Hall Building, and which involved several hundred 
participants from both across Canada and the United States. 


Acting Dean Hamblin advised that the Canadian Engineering Accreditation 
Board had been most impressed at how quickly the University had 
responded to concerns that had been expressed with respect to the Industrial 
Engineering Programme vis-a-vis the last CEAB visit; and he expressed 
appreciation to Senate for the speed with which the revised programme had 
moved through the system, which he described as being most unusual in the 
world of academia. 


Mr. Gupta announced the results of the recently completed CASA elections 
as follows: Dev Srinivasan, President-elect; Twyla - De Mello, 
Vice-President, Non-Academic; and three acclaimed positions, i. e, Sounda 
Ladoceur, Vice-President, Finance, Paul Mirshak, Vice-President, External, 
and Nadia Decobellis, Vice-President, Internal. He also advised that the 
successful candidates would assume their positions on 1 May 1995. 


Dr. Bui drew members' attention to the Addendum to US-95-2-D9 which, 
he explained, was a breakdown by Faculty of research contracts listed in 
Table 3 of the 1993-1994 Summary of Research Grants and Contracts 
Awarded to Concordia Researchers, as had been requested at the last Senate 
meeting. Also, concerning his previous report to Senate on cuts to the 
NSERC budget, he reported with respect to further cuts to granting agencies 
as a result of the Federal budget; and he advised that an urgent meeting of 
the NSERC Executive Committee had been held on 2 March 1995 to 
discuss ways of coping with the 14% cut in funding over the next 3 years, 
which would result in a 24.4 million dollar reduction in the Ist year, a 48.2 
million dollar reduction in the 2nd year, and a 69.7 million dollar reduction 
in the 3rd year; that it had been decided to speed up the phasing-out of the 
non-core programmes such as the General Research Fund, which, in fact, 
was being terminated as of now: and that he had forwarded copies of the 
related memos from the Presidents of NSERC and SSHRC to the Deans 
with a request that they be sent to be relevant departmental chairs in the 
particular Faculties. 


In presenting and explaining the "Budget Measures for 1995-96" which had 
been circulated throughout the University community as a supplement to 
Concordia's Thursday Report, Dr. Proppe, Interim Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance, advised that as a result of further 
compressions to university operating grants for 1995-1996 totalling 
approximately 60 million dollars as announced by the Deputy Minister on 9 
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February 1995, the anticipated shortfall for Concordia for next year had 
changed from 6 million to 10 million dollars; that given indications with 
respect to the Federal Budget, the situation for the following year would not 
be much better, and that it was quite possible that over the next 5 years, 
Concordia's total operating budget could shrink by an amount in the order 
of 50 million dollars, i.e., by one third, and which, he emphasized, implied 
very major changes; and that the document now before Senate was an 
attempt to explain the immediate problem for 1995-96, i.e., the 10 million 
dollar shortfall, and to outline possible strategies and measures to achieve 
some of the necessary Savings and expense reductions. He further 
explained that while the figures in the document fell short of the 10 million 
dollar target, the objective was, through the suggested measures and any 
others that might come forward from the University community, to cut 
expenses as much as possible and to increase revenues as much as possible, 
keeping in mind that the University's hands were tied with respect to tuition 
revenues for 1995-96; and that the remainder would be distributed 
throughout the University in a manner that would take into account 
indicators of budgetary performance, productivity, etc. In addition, he 
advised that a team of informed individuals would be established consisting 
of people who either know the answers to certain questions or who know 
where to get the answers quickly; and he urged procedurally that local 
discussions be held with the respective Deans or Vice-Rector, and that 
questions or information needs arising from such consultations be referred 
to the team for consideration and response. Finally, he explained that the 
intent was that feed-back from the consultative process would be submitted 
by 7 April 1995; that a provisional budget would be put together in short 
order taking into account the comments and suggestions received; that the 
provisional budget be circulated vis-a-vis normal budgetary procedures for 
input from Senate, SCAPP and other Senate committees, etc.; and that the 
final document be presented for approval at the 17 May 1995 meeting of the 
Board of Governors. 


Question Period 


During the Question Period a lengthy discussion occurred on the issue of 
the "Budget Measures for 1995-96" and the role of Senate in the preparation 
of the 1995-1996 Provisional Operating Budget, during which concerns 
were expressed that because of the time-frame Senate would not have any 
initial input to the budget document preparation, and would only see the 
results of the consultative process at a time when it would be extremely 
difficult to make changes prior to its submission to the Board of Governors 
for approval: and it was wondered whether an extraordinary Senate meeting 
should be called following the 7 April 1995 release of the document in order 
to provide Senate, the top academic body in the University, with an 
opportunity for substantive input to the preparation of the budget. 


Responding to the above, Dr. Bertrand advised that the objective was to 
have consultation with the University community, that Senate was the 
decision-making body that eventually would recommend the final budget 
document to the Board of Governors for approval, and that SCAPP was the 
Senate committee that was supposed to receive the input from the 


95-3-15 


community and submit recommendations to Senate; that a Senate meeting in 
April would place student members who would be writing examinations in 
considerable difficulty: that if Senate determined at its 5 May 1995 meeting 
that it required another meeting in May to complete its deliberations, 
presumably it could schedule one; and that it would not be appropriate at 
this point in time to have Senate, which was a decision-making body, 
assume the role of a consultative body. He also pointed out that the Senate 
process vis-a-vis the budget was different that other procedures. 1.e., there 
was a particular procedure for Senate consideration of the budget that had 
previously been approved by Senate and the Board of Governors. 


Questions were also raised and responded to concerning the team of experts 
that the Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance. would be putting 
together, and the lack of faculty. student and staff representation: the 
involvement of the academic sector in the process: the absence of a primary 
statement or commitment in the document to the effect that senior 
administrators would not return to the faculty ranks with their administrative 
stipends; the apparent absence of prior consultation with CUFA vis-a-vis 
proposals which might affect the Collective Agreement; the possibility of 
"fleshing out" the implications and impact of suggested budgetary 
proposals: the long-term development plan and the manner in which the 
time-lines in both processes coincided; the possibility of a Special Steering 
Committee meeting to consider the question of scheduling an extraordinary 
Senate meeting; the need for an overview of the process and the sequence of 
events that would occur in the preparation of the Proposed Provisional 
Operating Budget for 1995-96: the possibility of drafting and making 
available a detailed time-table of the consultative process. including Faculty 
Councils, etc; responsive actions that had been taken or might be considered 
by the Conference of Rectors, including recommended tuition-fee increases, 
vis-a-vis anticipated cutbacks and the freeze on the educational budget 
envelope announced by the Government, and the need for a broader-based 
committee to oversee the budgetary consultation process; the possible role 
of the new Rector and Vice-Rector, Academic, in preparing 
recommendations for the coming year and also with respect to long-term 
plans, and their authority vis-a-vis final budgetary decisions: and 
consideration of possible cuts and caps with respect to faculty and 
administrative salaries. 


Again, in response to a question concerning the timing of Senate 
consideration of the proposed budget and the possibility of a special Senate 
meeting, Dr. Bertrand advised that Senate should not feel driven by the date 
of the May 1995 Board of Governors meeting; and that if Senate decided 
that it needed an extra meeting in May to complete its deliberations on the 
budget, it would be his presumption that the Board could also schedule a 
special meeting in May vis-a-vis approval of the budget. 


Arts and Science Faculty Council Resolution concerning the Search 
Procedures for Vice-Rector, Academic. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BYERS, SECONDED BY PROF. KUSY. 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
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GOVERNORS, THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL 
RESOLUTION CONCERNING SEARCH PROCEDURES AS 
PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-95-3-D2. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 


Concordia University Code of Ethics 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BABA. THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE 
BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THE CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY CODE 
OF ETHICS -GUIDELINES FOR ETHICAL ACTIONS AS CONTAINED 
IN DOCUMENT US-95-3-D3. 


Dr. Bertrand expressed appreciation to all members of the Steering 
Committee and the special appointees Prof. J. Snyder (Part-time faculty 
representative) and Ms. Lynne Prendergast (staff representative) for the 
tremendous effort, time and hard work which they had devoted with respect 
to the "Ethics" document that was now before Senate, as had been requested 
by Senate during the initial discussions. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to Prof. 
Donald Ginter, History Department, and Ms. Suzanne Belson, 
Ombudsperson. 


In her comments, Ms. Belson expressed concern with respect to the issue of 
intellectual property and authorship. And, she argued that areas in the 
proposed Code dealing with these questions required clarification and 
procedures; and that an interpretative document with respect to this, which 
could be attached to the Code, would be most helpful. 


Dr. Ginter, in his opening remarks, stated that he wished to address the 
issue of co-authorship, not in the sense of faculty to faculty which was a 
more complex and divisive issue, but rather in terms of co-authorship with 
students, which, he suggested, was of immediate concern to the University 
and had ethical as well as legal implications. He further stated that it was his 
feeling that it should be possible to reach some consensus if the issue was 
addressed, in the first instance, in the narrowly-defined sense. He argued 
that the problem of co-authorship with students was the potential and actual 
conflict of interest and the violation of the student's academic freedom; that 
all members of the teaching professoriate were required, and were paid 
contractually, vis-a-vis teaching graduate students, to suggest research 
topics, to discuss the intellectual problems that such topics might entail, and 
to make detailed recommendations on the writing organization of the 
resulting dissertation, etc. , and that to argue otherwise would be to contend 
that a teaching professor had the right to withhold such services if the 
conditions of co-authorship were requested and not met; that anyone who 
opposed the unrestricted legitimacy of requesting co-authorship of the 
student must respond to that particular point and satisfy what he considered 
to be in fact a contractual point and a point of law; that the faculty member 
had no right to withhold such services, and that in consequence, had no 


basis upon which to ask for and expect co-authorship; and that given the 
professor's position of authority, not only during the period of the teaching 
relationship but afterwards as well because of career considerations, 
including letters of recommendation, etc., to ask had the effect, to a 
significant degree, of requiring, and which would be worse than naive to 
neglect. He further argued that co-authorship entailed the right to veto over 
intellectual content ; that while professors, supervisors and members of 
supervisory committees had not only the right but the responsibility to 
restruct or help to mold, form and Judge the intellectual content of any work 
submitted to satisfy academic degree requirements, they did not have any 
right to veto, restrict or influence in any way the interpretation of a student 
when that student published over and above degree requirements; and that to 
attempt to do so in any respect was a violation of the academic freedom of 
the student. In addition, he argued that while the relationship between 
students, particularly the more advanced graduate students, and their 
supervisors was a complex one which entailed the utilization of laboratories 
and sometimes data, laboratories performed teaching functions in a normal 
manner; that it was made clear by widely accepted external documents, such 
as the uniform requirements for manuscripts submitted to biomedical 
Journals as developed over many years by The International Committee of 
Medical Journal Editors and published in the The New England Journal of 
Medicine, provision of laboratories or the mere provision of data did not 
constitute a basis for co-authorship; that that was not the opinion of one 
sector of the University or one sector of the North American intellectual 
community, but rather, it was a widely-established publicly-disseminated 
principle of co-authorship; that while some effective attempts had been made 
in the earlier versions of the document to delineate the parameters of 
restrictions that would permit co-authorship, it had all been removed from 
the version now before Senate, i.e., rather than having some guidelines on 
co-authorship, the University was left with no guidelines; that the present 
document contained only a single sentence on page 5 that had the effect of 
giving no guidance at all, which, in his opinion, would be a disaster for 
Concordia; that there was no more important document, even budget 
documents, that in the long run would more seriously affect the reputation 
of the University beyond its own walls; that the issue was one that effected 
profoundly every member of the University community, i.e., students and 
faculty alike, and it mattered greatly what was done about it; that it was not 
inordinately difficult or controversial to abide by and incorporate into the 
"Code" the principles that had already been established in the larger 
academic community; that it was his understanding that the wording 
presently in the document had been developed for a new Article 53 in the 
Collective Agreement which, to the best of his knowledge, had not yet been 
disseminated or approved by the CUFA constituency, nor had it been 
widely discussed; that it would be permanently deeply divisive for Senate 
without considerable consultation to go forward with wording that in his 
opinion, and in the opinion of many other individuals at Concordia, was 
grossly inadequate; that if the document was to have legitimacy, it must 
appear to have legitimacy based on adequate discussion and on sufficient 
distinctions that affected real cases that come before the University; but that 
if it was to be maintained that this particular issue must be left to the 
Collective Agreement, and negotiations between the University 


Administration and the Faculty Association, the entire document was moot 
because whatever affected authorship affected the entire content of the 
"Ethics" document, i.e., it should either all be left to negotiation between 
CUFA and the administration or something adequate on co-authorship 
should be included. 


During discussion concerns were expressed about practices in the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration with respect to co-authorship requests vis-a- 
vis editing of MBA theses, and student co-authorship requests in the 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science aimed at prestigious 
professors; and a suggestion was made that the Code of Ethics document 
now before Senate be approved as was and that the issue of co-authorship 
be referred to the Steering Committee for the possible consideration of 
formulating a section on co-authorship in consultation with CUTA for 
subsequent inclusion in the "Code". 


It was suggested by the Chair, and agreed, that a separate motion on the 
issue of co-authorship be considered under Agenda Item XI. Dr. Bertrand 
also reminded members that the Code of Ethics was a living document and 
that as a result of experience it would be subject to subsequent changes and 
amendments. 


With respect to the issues concerning authorship that had been raised, it was 
explained that it was not possible to write a "code" that would incorporate 
all possible issues; that it was essential for the protection of students that 
they understand the meaning of authorship, and when a particular work 
belonged to them and when it may be only partially theirs; that this was not 
something that could be legislated, but rather it was something, that evolved 
as research evolved; that it was very difficult to establish one rule that would 
cover all instances; and that in Chapter Two, page 5, Document 
US-95-3-D3, the Steering Committee was attempting to give both sides of 
the rule, i.e. , 1) ) - that students only include as authors those who have 
made a substantive intellectual contribution, and 2) ) - that it was wrong not 
to recognize contributions of others. It was also suggested that referring the 
matter back to the Steering Committee was not the way to go because there 
were too many different opinions in the University which varied, in part, on 
the nature of the discipline, to be able to write rules at this point in time 
which might be attached to the document; and that rather, every department 
in the University should be asked to consider and give a thoughtful 
response with respect to the issue; that what was really needed was 
behavioral change, 1.e. , people needed to incorporate this idea into the way 
in which they operated; that it was not the writing of the Code that was 
important, but rather getting people to understand the nature of the Code, 
that every department should have to grapple with that issue and submit 
something, and that at that point the Steering Committee might possibly be 
able to attempt to formulate something appropriate. Finally, it was argued 
that while the Code might indeed be subject to revision on a regular basis 
vis-a-vis case law, the document as it now stood would do for the moment 
and should be adopted. 
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Senate was informed that the Canadian Council of Graduate Students 
recently had produced a position paper on the issue of intellectual property, 
and that attempts were being made to acquire more copies of the document; 
and it was strongly recommended that everyone in the University familiarize 
themselves with the contents of that particular document. 


Other comments and issues which arose during continuing discussion 
included suggestions that a "code of ethics" must be viewed as an ongoing 
process, and that as had been proposed in the original document a Senate 
committee might be established which could consider possible changes and 
report to Senate on an annual basis; that the word "substantive" in line 2 
under Authorship, page 5, Chapter 5, Document US-95-3-D3, was 
judgmental and very dangerous vis-a-vis intellectual contribution and should 
be removed;. the need to include in the Code of Ethics a statement, either as 
contained in the original document. or possibly in the Council of Graduate 
Students position paper on intellectual property, indicating that the standards 
at Concordia University were not lower than those in the wider academic 
world; the conception of authority as affected by discipline-based 
differences, and the need to understand those differences; the need for a 
further period of consultation following adoption of the Code of Ethics in 
order to insure that the existing ethical understanding would not simply 
remain in a document sitting on a shelf; the awareness Of the extent to 
which Concordia was being watched across Canada and beyond in terms of 
how the University responded to what had happened here and being in the 
forefront of dealing with the extremely complex issues that others would be 
facing in the 21st century; the fuzziness of the borders between suggestions, 
mentoring, supervising etc. , and intellectual collaboration; the notion of 
co-authorship as addressed in a proposal concerning student/ supervisor 
relations which was currently being written in the School of Graduate 
Studies; and the importance of discipline-based guidelines. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (21 in favour; 4 
opposed; | abstention). 


Other Business 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SCHEINBERG, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VALASKAKIS, THAT THE ARTICLE IN THE NEW ENGLAND 
JOURNAL OF MEDICINE CONCERNING "UNIFORM 
REQUIREMENTS FOR MANUSCRIPTS SUBMITTED TO 
BIOMEDICAL JOURNALS" BE FORWARDED TO ALL 
DEPARTMENTS FOR RESPONSE VIS-A-VIS THE QUESTIONS 
RAISED WITH RESPECT TO AUTHORSHIP AND 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT; AND THAT THE STEERING COMMITTEE, 
ON THE BASIS OF SUCH DISCUSSION, CONSIDER ADDING A 
SECTION ON CO-AUTHORSHIP TO THE CODE OF ETHICS 
DOCUMENT. 


In response to a question, Dr. Bertrand advised that the intent of the motion 
was that the article in the New England Journal of Medicine be sent to all 
academic departments requesting that they consider and respond to the 
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issues that had been raised, within an appropriate time-frame: and that 
procedures would also have to be looked at with respect to people in the 
University who were not covered by a collective agreement. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Bertrand announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm. Friday, 5 May 1995 in the Senate Chamber, Loyola Campus. 


It was suggested that a motion be adopted whereby a special Senate meeting 
be scheduled for 21 April 1995 to consider the 1995-96 Proposed 
Preliminary Operating Budget, and which meeting could be cancelled by the 
preceding Steering committee meeting should it be deemed appropriate to do 
SO. 


It was explained that the suggested motion would at least ensure that a 
Steering Committee meeting would be held prior to its regular meeting to set 
the Agenda for the 5 May 1995 Senate meeting. It was explained that the 
suggested motion might be in violation of procedures set forth by the Board 
of Governors concerning Senate's consideration of the budget. It was also 
pointed out that student members would be writing examinations at that 
time; and that the Engineering an Computer Science Faculty Council would 
be meeting at the same time as the suggested Senate meeting. 


In light of the above, it was agreed that a Steering Committee meeting be 
scheduled for 8:30 am, Tuesday, 11 April 1995 to consider a possible 
special Senate meeting vis-a-vis input to the 1995-96 Provisional Operating 
Budget preparation process. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:15 pm. , on a motion by Ms. Flynn, 
seconded by Mr. Leibre. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


